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Re s tf a r c h e r s in communication and psychology have been 

concerned for over four 'decades with the nature an'd effects of 

speech anxiety. 4 Eaily research (Gilkinson, 1942; Clevenger, N 

19 59) concentrated on stage fright; a construct focused on the 

anxiety associated with publ ic - communication. Recently, this- 

; . / . 

interest has encompassed communication contents other than 
public speaking. Reticence < Ph i 1 1 i p s , - 1 9 6 8 , 1 980 ), 



u nw il ling n ess to co mm unicate (Burgoon, \ : -k 976 ), c o mm u n icdtion 
apprehension (McCioskey , 1970), shyness (Zimbardo, 1977), and 
predispositions toward verbal behavior (Mo r t ens en ; Ax n t son , and 
Lustig, 1977) are all similar constructs. These constructs 

reflect communication researchers interise interest in this area, 

• » , t » 

of inquiry, an aiea that has generated more research in the past 
decade than almost any other area pf research in the speech' % * 
c ommun i c a t i o n f i e 1 d ( Mc C r o s ke y , 4 1 9 8 1 ) . 

The construct of communication apprehension appears in the-> 
majority of investigations about speech anxiety . Communicat ion 
apprehension (CA) refers to the anxiety or fear an individual 

associates with rear or anticipated oral communication. High 

y / . 

levels o f> c ommun i ca t i on apprehension correlate with a number of 

/ 

personal difficulties. Communication apprehension affects / 

occupational choice and desirability (Daly fi McCroskey , 1975). 

High communication app r ehens i ves • ax e offered' fewer personnel 

■» . • 

"\ ' . 

interviews, a^re VifVjed more negatively i-n the interviews in 



which they do participate (Daly/ Richmond, and L*th, 1979), and 
are mo re likely to be dissatisfied: on .the job' along the 
dimension of supervision (Falcione, McCroskey, & Daly, 197,7) 



than are low apprehe.nsives . , Hi .0 h *pprehensi yes rate lower in 
selt-.iepoits of Sfclf-es tfetrn (McCroskey , Daly, Richmond; and 
F&Icione, 1977;, McCroskey, Daly , and Sorenson, 1976); are 
evaluated^ lower in interpersonal attractiveness. ( Mc Croskey , 
Da 1 y , Ri cmond , and Coh , 19 7 5); are perceived mo re negatively by 
peers in credibility, attractiveness; and de.sirability as 
potential opinion leaders (McCroskey and Richmond, 1976); and 
are peiceiyed by the receiver as less effective communicators 
(Freimuth, 1 9 7 Vk. McCroskey ( 1976 ) indicated that high 

appxehensives w/ll have.. less influence on their peers regardless. 

p . " 1 

o f the qua 1 i t y o f the i r i de as ; their nonver ba 1 behaviors guide 
them to fewer interactions than their less anxious counterparts. 
The inevitable inference sup'por ted . by mu ch of this^ research 

is that c ommun ication apprehension is dysfunctional. Th i s 

- * 
inference is clearest in the Iit-erature enamining the 

relationship be tween commun i ca t i on apprehension and various 

aspects of the ^academic eKper»i ence . In general, research in 

this area has confirmed the supposition that high communication 

apprehension is related to negative academic '-outcomes . ■ A 

relationship exists between c ommun icat ion 'apprehension and (1) 

student attitudes toward education (Hurt & Preiss, 1978; 

McCroskey & Sheahan, 1978; Scott & Vheeless, 1977); (25 

student evaluation in t^h^ classroom (McCroskey, 1 97 7 a ) \ (3) 

student preferences f o^ine'truct ional settings" and method^ 3 

(Scott & Vheeless, 1 977; Pearson & Yode^ 1980 ); ( tf) teacher 

expectations (McCioskey & Daly, i 97 6 ferny the & PowersV 1 978.);. 



and (5) student academic achievement (McCr oskey, & Andersen, 
i 9 76v; Powers & Smy t h e „' 1 9 8 0 ; Scott £ Vheeles's, l?77)\i The - 
picture that emerges from these studies is primarily negative - 

~ ' . / • * ■ ' : • •• *• ' . / ■ 

and seems io justify Mc C r o sk ey ■■ s ( 1 9 7 7 b > "C 1 a im that highly 
3p^rehens^ve students w'fl I be negatively impacted in their 

academic lives.- ( . ' ?~ " . - o ' * 

The validity of _the. Personal. Report of Cojamuni ca t iron 

* ■■ ■..„'■■ " 

» * '•" • > - --\ 

Apprehension (PRCA). has been, demonstrated b r y a number 

■ ■ 'it ^ . 

'.«»"• '* ■ " .\ • 

re-searchers, and' many of these studies were summarize^, iy 

McCroskey '(,1 978 ). Vh i 1 s Parks ( 1 9 8 0 ) . v ec ent 1 y reintroduced^the 

" ' ^ ' ■"^ 

i s sue of va lid i t;y , McCroskey ( 1 983 ) nu 1 1 i f i ed his critici sins . 

" - "■ i' ' . * 

Essentially,, Parks, a^guerf that the PRCA is not an appropriate 

' \ ) oY , , . . ■ .-" <. 

opera tioi\al jbz'a.t ion oT.the CA construct ; as a generalized tr^S^of 

» .» \ * ' * 

an. individual. Apparently, the PRCA is a gej^rally valid- # 

i ns t r umen t . 

Predictive validity, or cr i ter i'on-rel ated validity, has not 
been examined as often as other forjms of validity. S-is^tudies 
have shown that high oral communication a«pprehensives do engage 
in less aral communication behavior th^an do low oral 
communication apprehensi ves (Wells & Lashbrco)c, 1970; Sorenson & 
^McCroskey, 1 977; Hamilton, 1972; Veined, 1 ? 7 3 ; Fen t on - & Hop f , 
1976; Glogower, 1 977 ). Wells and Lashbrook ( 1 9 7 0 ) and We i ne r v 

(1973) determined that ,the comments of high communication 

/ ' * * 

appre'hens'ives in ; a small group setting are *J* CE relevant th^n 

are the commen ts of those wi thMow appr'ehens ion So r ens on & 

t • » 

McCroskey (1977) found that high communication apprehensive* 
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. ■' " ■ * . ' * , 

exhibit mo re- ten* i pn in a small group than do hose with low 
communication apprehension. Powe i & ( 1 9 7 7 ) determined that high 
c ommuri i ca t i on apprehensives used mo re rfye tori ca 1 in t e ri;ogatives . 
Finally, JaLlin.fi Sussman (1970) found th\at fewer original ifreas 

. ; ' '. _ .. 

were produced by high apprehensives than by low apprehensives in 
the s to* ll.gtoup setting. ' . « » 



Predictive' v*l idi ty, has focused on- i n t er p.'e rsona 1 

*• ? > , 

„■ & * * . * « 

communication' to v a greater extent trhan on, public speaking/ even 

" . •. ' *». 

• ' :i • , .'—■■/' 

though the construct of CA original ly had public speaking as its 

^target./ 'While little has been done to determine the predictive 

validi ty of the PRCA in the public speaking' potiteHt^ we -would / 

expect that the instrument would demonstrate a relationship wi'th 

public speaking behaviors. . This, expectation is true especially 

given the arguments provided by McCroskey .,( 1953 ) ^concerning' the 

cross-si tuational consistency of the instrument. 

; * - ■ s « 

.The pur,pose of this study , is to , de termine* the 

criteriVn-related validity of the PRCA in, the beginning public 

speaking course. Nunnaliy (19,78 \ observes tha't. this, form of' 



validity "is ^t is£ue when the purpose is" to use anWns t r ument 

" . - ■ ^ j . 

to e s t i ma t e some imp ortant form of 'behavior th a't is "inter na 1 to 

' . / J • ' ; ■ . \ "' ■ • . 

-the measuring instrument i tself/ the' latter being referred to as 

— v , ii j • . " • - f . . / 

the criterion" (p. 8 7): *■ the^ predict ive validity of the PRCA has 
been studied in research already" cited,, and the small group, ijrid 



dyadic contekt studies do provide insiglit. However, we agree 
wi th McCroskey ( 1 9 78 > who writes . • . considerably more* 
research c one e! rni ng this, proposition is needed < ,t ha' t the oral 



u v 



1 j • 



: 1 
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■ • ■ ' • ' r ' , " 

communication behaviors of high communi,c« t i on iprehertsi ves 
differ from those with low c ommun i c a t i oji ap p r eh ens i on ) " and we 

might add that i t is p a r t i cu 1 a r 1 y ' r e 1 i v an t in the public \ 

; : » — : : j — ■ 1 - .. a *-> 

speaking context.- ' I \ 

' ' ■ . ■■■!*■""., \. 

' .. METHOD *| - 



SUBJECTS 
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One^ hund r ed- f i f t y-s 'in coU'ege ^students, 9 6 men and 6 0 women , 
at a large mid western university, participated as the subjects 
in thu^ study. Each Student was* ejnVr/olled in a beginning public 
speaking course . ' * f 

PROCEDURE- ~ - « 7 < 

s ■ 1 , . [ • 

Administer ing ,the PRCA ancS evaluating peers were routine 

■ ;;.'»« 

• .i • 

procedures in the basic public speaking class. Each class % 

included 22 students with five speaking assignments. Normally 

students comp leted^the Personal Report of Communication 

Apprehension (PRCA) on the first day of class and .typically they 

were assigned to 'evaluate the speaking of their classmates. For 

purposes of this study, each student was randomly assigned to 

* • ' ■ 

evaluate the behavioral characteristics of other speakers on ' a 
standard evaluation form. In all-cases, the fourth speech in 
the course was used as the object of evaluation. f 
MEASURES ' 

The PRCA is the most widely used instrument to measure 
comnunicition apprehension. After a decade of use, Mc;CrosI?^ 
(1981) presented a new version of the instrument which allowtSd 
researchers to, tap app rehensi on, in four separate con.teKts. 

7 
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These contexts include a group, a meeting, a dyad, and the 

• •; >■ * •' . * 

publ ic 'setting, Each content is represented With six itejns 



resulting in a to'tal of 24 items; each item is placed on a' 
five-point Likert scale. The r e 1 i ab>i 1 i t y and v a 1 i d i t y of the 



original instrument have been widely documented and are 
summar i zed by McCroskey (1978), .. • 



A survey of vb* literature on c ommun i cation v ap p r ehens ion and 
t*>e verbal and .nonverbal indicators of fear helped ^io create an 
evaluation form. A balance was attempted among the items to 
examine extraneous verbalization, vocal characteristics and 
qualities, ey6 contact, facial expression, and bodily movement. 
The twenty- i ; tem instrument is provided in Table 1 . 

.('INSERT TABLE 1 HERE . ) 

RESVLTS. . * 

. > y * 

This study examines the evaluations oh the speeches of one 
lv hund red- f i f t y-s i x college students. Approximately 15 peers * 
evaluated each "speech. Absenteeism, incomplete data, and other 
discrepancies resulted in some speeches being evaluated by more 
observers and soml speeches 'being evaluated by fewer observers. 
The potential problem th*t these differences in sample size 
could Cause was solved by calculating the mean response to each 
of the twenty behavioral catego'rikund using those means in the 
statistical analysis. Thus, each 6ft:, the 156 speeches, has twfenty 
associated mean observations, one mean representing each of the 
twenty behaviors. The means and standard deviations for the 
entire salnple o f £ 156 speeches are provided in Table 2. The 
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, PRCA was calculated by. Cronbach's coefficient alpha in .the 

present investigation, and was found to be .81. Cronbach's 

* . : _ 

coefficient alpha resulted in a reliability of ^ 75 for the 
evaluation, instrument. 

correlation' coefficients among the ^20 behavioral i Terns and 
the four separate 'c^bmmuh i c a t i on contexts were used to show any 
.significant relationships between the 20 behavioral indices of 
communication- apprehension and the PRCA. ■ Significant 
correlations occurred on 7 of the behavioral measures. Table 3 
provides these correlation coefficients with their related 
significance levels. * ^ . 

/ r : (INSERT TABLE 3 HERE.) 

DISCUSSION 

This investigation offers support for the cri ter ion-related 
validity of the PRCA in the* public speaking content in the 
beginning speech communication course . When receivers observe 
persons with high communication apprehension, they appear to 
observe behaviors which correlate with, the speaker's own report 
of his or her communication apprehension. Per*sons/who report 
high levels of communication apprehension tend to be perceived 
as speaking too softly, providing long parses for no reason, 
having a shaking voice, apologizing for their message, not 

responding to their aud'ience when they speak, blushing, and 

\> « 

ezhibi ting trembling hinds. 
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In general i high cimaun-ication apprehensi vcs «respercei ved 
more negatively by peers: they are seen as less credible, less 



/attractive, and less desirable is potential opinion leaders 
(McCroskey and Ri-chmond^ 19 7 6*), and receivers perceive theig. as 
less effective, communicators (Freimuth, 1976). Students who 

v ' , * , . 

— report ^Higher- litvels of pommuni'cat»p n ap pr ehension t-e-n-d t-< 

receive 1 owe r evaluations in the classroom (McCroskey, 1977a). 

/ • - ..... . - • 

Th is study suggests^ some of the behaviors wh i cfc comp rise 'the 
rationale for a lower evaluation. In addition, McCroskey (1976) 
indicated that high apprehensives will have less influence on 
their peers, due in large part to their nonverbal behaviors 
which guide them to engage in fewer interactions than their less 
anxious counterparts. This, investigation suggests that ,some of 
those nonverbal behaviors which are perceived by other 
communicators such as a soft and shaking voice,' long pauses for 

4 

no reason, and a lack of responsiveness may contribute to 

'a 

reduced interaction. The behavioral correlates of communication 
apprehension^ determined in this study add precision to 
previously reported findings. 

Those behaviors which receivers perceive in their 
observations of high communication apprehensive persons may be 
divided into three sets of behaviors: those that_ indicate 
•tension or nervousness ^shaking voice, blushing, and trembling 
hands), those that indicate alack of, assertion (voice too soft 
to be heard, long pauses for no reason, and apologizing for the 
speech) , and those that suggest encessive concern with se'lf (a 



10 
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lack of response to audience during the speech). Receivers do 



not report eEcessive volume, verbosity, or movement in their, 
observations of high , commun ication apprehensive speakers. 




Instead, a lack of energy, enthusiasm, and dynamism appears to 

-ma-r-k — their — observations. ; — ; — 

These three s sets of behavior are consistent with previous 

* - 
research. Nervousness has been suggested as one behavioral 

sign of communication apprehension. .Sorenson & McCroskey (1977) 

found that high communication a p p rejiens i ve s exhibit more tension 

in a small group than do those with low communication 

apprehension. In the current investigation, tension was.. 

observed in the* behavioral signsjof a shaking voice, blushing, ' 

and trembling hands . 

: Persons j^ho report high communication app r e^trfens i on appear, to 

» • 

be unassertive. Pearson (1979) demonstrated that trf£ earlier 
Version of the PRCA included a dimension that was common to a 
dimension of unass-e r t i veness . This dimension which she 
identified as being apprehensive in interpersonal communication 
Bettings i nc 1 u'd e d— bieXng . »t en s e in group discussions, nervous in 
conversations, self-conscious in class, hesitant to date because 
of shyness, .the feeling of strained posture when c'ommun i ca t i ng 
and not enjoying initiating conversations. In this study, 
behavioral cues such as voice too sof t to be heard, long pauses 
for no reason, and apologizing for the. speech provide thre 
receiver with a rationale for concluding that the speaker is 
unasse rtive. ' * - 
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J?.^l- f T c onsci ousn es s'" , or' eKctsg>ive conce rn wt t'h se 1 f , ha s not 



bfcen^d emons t r a t e d to be a behavioral correlate of* 'o^mmuni cation 



a-p-prtnrhens i on i n- p ri~o r ^mpiTl'c — its e^rcrhr: — ? NorrS-t-h-rl-e-s'sn; — — 

.- • — - ; - ' * . ■ ■ 

frequently offered .antidote to ttie 'fea»r one *e*^er ieTnces in % & 

, communication settings is to kocus on the other person,, ot other 

people, in the iit'uati.o;n.. Intui t^el y lf then", the .relationship. " 

between & lack of responsiveness to the audience and - 

■v communication apprehension might be predicted*. • * 

% - ' / r y , . ' * ■ ; ' ' 

Potior studies have established the reliability and the 

* > v J * ' ' *; . * ■ « 

V V * - 

validity of the Personal Report of Communi ca ii»on Apprehension. * 

v . 

However, the predictive vahdi ty of the instrument* has been t, v 
• relatively negiected^iri' the publ ic'*speaking co'n'text . This 

'.; . ■ . : ■ ; ' • ■■■ ■ ; v 

investigation, demonstr'atps that ,,the PR'CA does, hold predicT^s^e 
va 1 i d i t y e ih receiver 1 s . pe r cep t *on-s of public' speakers." persons'" u . 
who report high levels of communication apprehension tend 4o.be * 
perceived as speaking too softly, "providing long pauses for nd 

■■- :■ . . ,.\ * 1 . >- * * : 

reason, having a shaking vo i.ce , apologizing for their message, 
not responding, to their audience when they speak, blushing, an<i 
exhibiting trembling hands. ■ - The' reliance upon the !?RGA in 
communication research is not "unwarranted, 

: v- • ;•• ' ■ „ •.. ,jr^. ;• . 
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TABLE 1 

^ EVALUATION FORM FOR SPEAKERS ^ 

Please indicate the degree to. which the speaker exhibited the 

' ... . , , ' i 

behavjors in his/her speech by using the following scale: (1) 
never orCkymost never r < 2°) occasional?, (3> somewhat frequently, 
(4> frequently, <5) always 5 or Almost always. \ a 



1 . 


Use of filler .words — "urn," "uh" 




2 . 


^Repetition of any generalization — 


- * 

" \ ike that . . 


on . 


ii 




3 .. : 


Rap i d speaking rati. 




4 . 


Voice too soft to JK> e h e a r % d . 




i. 


Voice too loud for the situation. 


■ • >' 


6/ 


Comments made under .'breath . 




7 . 


. * i 
Shak i ng v o*i c e . , - 




8 . 


Shortness of breath. 




9 . 


Long pauses "'for no reason. 




1 0 


Lack of eye contact with audience. 




v ;i i . 


Reading directly from cards. 




1 2 . 


Tapping no^e cards, pens, etc. on 


pod rum. 


13 . 


Twisting note cards in hands. 




14 . 


Blushing. 




15 . 


Shifting weight from foot to foot. 




1 6 . 


Trembling hands. 




17 . 


Wringing hands. 




18. 


Shaking knees 




19 . 


Apologizing for the speech. 




20 . 


Lack of response to audience during the speech 



'and so 
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Page 17 
TABLE & 

means' AND STANDARD deviations of items in the- evaluation form 

(In this form, Umver or almost never, 2& occi s i on* I y , 3« 

somewhat frequently, 4«= f r eque'n 1 1 $ , 5«*Iw*ys or almost always. 

MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION 

L ■ • • • ■ 

1. UseS&f filler words — "urn," "uh". .1.86. .657 

■ - \ ' ' • ' * 

2. Repetition of any^generalixation 1.42 .359 

--"like, that. . . H "and so on ... n 

3 ?\ . Rapid speaking . rate. ■* 4 1.53 .566 

4J Voice too soft to be heard . 1.84 . .311 

5. Voice too loud for the situation. 1.05 .123 

6. Comments made under breath. 1.14 .189 

7. Shaking voice. 1.41 .363 

8. " Shortness of breath. 1.30 .262 \ A 

9. Long pauses for no reason. 1.38 .405 

10. Lack of eye contact with audience. 1.69 . .552 

11. Reading directly from cards. 1.85 .665 M 

12. Tapping note cards, pens, etc. on 1 .id .167 

pod £ um . ■ { ' ' . -v • . 

1 3 ... Twi sting note cards inhands. 1.12 '.22 3 

1 4 . *B1 ushihg . ' 1.10 .168 

15. Shi ft in$: weight from foot to foot. 1.71 .594 

16. Tr emb I i ng hands . 1.20 .262 . 

17. Wringing hands . 1.15 .303 

18. Shaking knees "\ 1.07 .111 

19. Apologizing for the speech. 1.08 .270 

20. Lack of response to audience 1.20 .2,43 
during the speech. «, 
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TABLE 3 

correlation coefficients between seven behavioral measures 
and four Communication contexts 
of communication apprehension 



.Vo ice too r ^ 
soft to be p 
heard 



Group 
.000 1 



Mee ting 
.25** 
.0003 



Dyad 

"..17* 
. 03 



Publ ic 
.24** 
. 004 



Ove r & 1 1 
.31** 
.0002 



Shafc ing voice 



. 17* 
.05 



. 1 3 
. 1Z, 



1 1 - 
17 



1 7* 
05 



18* 

03 



Long pauses for 
no. reason 

Blushing o 
Tremb 1 ing hands 



1<P 
1 0 

0 9. 
2,6 \ 

16* 

0 5 



1 4 
0 



10 ( 
22 



.26** 
. 002 

. 1 ** 

. 0 3. 

. 28 



. 20* 

. 02 

.13 

, . 1 2 

;i2 
. 1 4 



23** 
006 

i 6 

0 5* 

1 5 
09 



Apologizing for .12 
the speech .14 



09 
2 4 



. 22** 

.01 



14 
09 



17* 
04 



Lack of response. 06 
to audi ence . 46 

during th^e speech 



1 4 
08 



.18* 
.03 



. 1 8* 
. 04 



17* 
04 
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